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REMARKS 



Claims 1-13 and 16-26 are pending in the application. Claim 1, 18, 21 are 
independent claims. Claims 1-13 and 16-26 stand rejected. 



Specification 



The specification stands objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d) (1) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). The Examiner 
maintains that there is no support found in the specification for the phrases in Claim 1 of 
"communicate actions bypassing the intermediary" or "transmits actions." 

Applicants respectfully disagree. Regarding the former, support can be found at least 
in paragraph [0036]. Regarding the latter, applicants have amended the claim to recite 
"communicate actions performed on the application locally" and submit that support can be 
found at least in paragraphs [0042]. 

Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 



The drawings stand objected to under 37 CFR 1.83(a). The examiner maintains that 
the drawings must show every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the 
"receiving a network address of the at least one of the other ones of the plurality of 
computing objects whereby the fist computing object transmit actions related to the first 
application to the at least one of the other ones of the plurality of computing objects 
communicate" 

Applicants respectfully disagree and direct the examiner to at least Figure 5 as an 

example and submit that at least that Figure meets the requirements of 37 CFR 1.83(a). 

Moreover, Applicants submit that 37 CFR 1.83(a) also indicates that: 

conventional features disclosed in the description and claims, 
where their detailed illustration is not essential for a proper 
understanding of the invention, should be illustrated in the 
drawing in the form of a graphical drawing symbol or a labeled 
representation (e.g., a labeled rectangular box). 

Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 



Drawings 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 1-13 and 16-26, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Harvey et al. (US 6,519,629 B2), hereinafter "Harvey" in view of Kirmse et al. (Pub. 
No.: US 2005/0027382 Al), hereinafter "Kirmse" and further in view of Newton et al. (Pub. 
No.: US 2003/0131061 Al), hereinafter "Newton". 

With respect to claim 1 , the examiner cites Harvey as a primary reference. To support 
the examiner's analysis, the examiner relies on Harvey as establishing that a server 
communicates with each of the players connected to the gaming server and that the 
communications could be multicast where email transmitted to all the invited users which 
could be a multicast. The examiner fiirther maintains that Harvey teaches actions and 
reactions could be interactive, text or voice and that collaboratively executing an application 
from the first computing object to the intermediary system. 

The examiner admits that Harvey is silent on "transmitting a message in established 
communication network" or "wherein the act of launching the first application comprises 
both transmitting a parameter indicative of an identifier of a process of the first application 
and receiving a pointer to a session of which the first application is associated" or "receiving 
a network address of the at least one of the other ones of the plurality of computing objects 
whereby the fist computing object transmit actions related to the first application to n the at 
least one of the other ones of the plurality of computing objects communicate actions 
bypassing the intermediary". Applicants agree and submit that Harvey teaches away from 
such limitations because Harvey teaches that control over the game is maintained by the 
central controller. See e.g., col. 26, 11. 4-11. Consequently, a person of skill in the art would 
not seek to modify Harvey by bypassing the intermediary. Moreover, there is no need to 
received the network address of other computing objects. In addition, Applicants have 
further amended the claims to recite: 



a subset of the other ones of the plurality of computing objects 
to communicate actions performed on the application locally 
bypassing the intermediary and wherein the communication 
session is maintained for multicasting text messages among the 
first computing object and the plurality of other computing 
objects 
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See, e.g., claim 1. Harvey does not contemplate such limitations because the central 
controller is central to the system of Harvey. Applicants submit that neither Kirmse nor 
Newton cure this fundamental defect in the analysis. 

The examiner further cites, Kirmse discloses, "receiving a network address of the at 
least one of the other ones of the plurality of computing objects (Kirmse, Abstract, where 
game client other than those in the active same set can join an active game by supplying 
game server with a reference to the active game, which can be interpret as network address or 
in an IP network it is inherent that any data packet will comprise a network address)." 
However this excerpt teaches sending the network to the game server and does not teach 
sending it to the first computing object for use in bypassing the intermediary. Moreover, 
Kirmse fails to teach establishing two communication sessions, one used for text that uses the 
intermediary and another that bypasses the intermediary to send actions related to the 
application. 

The examiner further maintains that Harvey and Kirmse are silent on disclosing 
explicitly "bypassing an intermediary" device. For that limitation the examiner relies on 
Netown. However, Newton does not describe the use of two communications sessions as 
described above. Moreover, Newton describes a user-to-user communication session and 
does not describe a multicast system as is claimed. 

Consequently, Applicants submit that claim 1 patentably defines over Harvey, Kirmse 
and Newton alone or in combination for at least the foregoing reasons. Reconsideration is 
respectfully requested. 

Independent claims 18 and 21 are nonobvious in view of Harvey, Kirmse and Newton 
for at least the same reasons as described with respect to claim 1 . 

In as much as claims 2-13, 16-17, 19, 20 and 22-26 depend from independent claims 
1,18 and 21, Applicants submit that they are also nonobvious for at least the same reasons. 
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CONCLUSION 

In the view of the foregoing amendments and remarks. Applicants respectfully submit 
that the present application is in condition for allowance. Reconsideration of the application 
and an early Notice of Allowance are respectfully requested. In the event that the Examiner 
cannot allow the application for any reason, the Examiner is encouraged to contact 
Applicants' representative. 



Date: December 3, 2008 /Michael J. Swope/ 

Michael J. Swope 
Registration No. 38,041 

Woodcock Washbum LLP 
Cira Centre 

2929 Arch Street, 12th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19104-2891 
Telephone: (215) 568-3100 
Facsimile: (215)568-3439 
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